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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This Office Action is in response to applicant's communication filed on July 3, 
2006, in response to PTO Office Action mailed on April 19, 2006. The Applicant's 
remarks and amendments to the claims and/or the specification were considered with 
the results that follow. 

2. In response to the last Office Action, claims 12 and 18 have been amended. 
Claims 1-30 remain pending. 

3. The rejection of claims 1 8 and 26 under 35 USC 1 1 2 has been withdrawn due to 
the amendment filed on July 3, 2006. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments, see remarks, filed July 3, 2006, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-30 under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Glasco (2005/0251626). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-4, 9, 14, 16-17, 20, 23-24, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Glasco (2005/0251626). 

As per claim 1 , Glasco discloses a system comprising: a first node that includes 
an ordering point for data [par. 45, 11 1-3], the first node being operative to employ a 
write-back transaction associated with writing data back to memory [par. 1 16, II 5-8], the 
first node broadcasting a message to at least one other node in the system in response 
to an acknowledgement provided by the memory indicating that the ordering point for 
the data has migrated from the first node to the memory [par. 87, I1 11-16; pars. 120- 
123]. 

As per claim 2, Glasco discloses the first node comprises a processor having an 
associated cache that comprises a plurality of cache lines, one of the plurality of cache 
lines having an associated state that defines the cache line as a cache ordering point 
for the data prior to employing the write-back transaction [par. 126]. 



Application/Control Number: 10/760,599 
Art Unit: 2188 



Page 4 



As per claim 3, Glasco discloses the at least one other node provides a response 
to the first node acknowledging receipt of the write-back message broadcast by the first 
node [par. 126]. 

As per claim 4, Glasco discloses the first node maintains the write-back 
transaction active until the first node receives responses from the at least one other 
node to the write-back message broadcast by the first node [pars. 121-123, par. 127, II 
13-15]. 

As per claim 9, the rationale in the rejection of claims 1 and 2 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 14, Glasco discloses the first processor comprises a cache line that 
contains the desired data in a state that defines the cache line as the ordering point for 
the desired data prior to issuing the write-back request to the memory [par. 87, 11 11-16; 
pars. 120-123]. 

As per claim 16, the rationale in the rejection of claim 1 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 17, the rationale in the rejection of claim 2 is herein incorporated. 
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As per claim 20, the rationale in the rejection of claim 2 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 23, the'rationale in the rejection of claim 1 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 24, the rationale in the rejection of claim 3 is herein incorporated. 
As per claim 29, the rationale in the rejection of claim 2 is herein incorporated. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 5-6, 8, 10-11, 13, 15, 18-19, 21-22, 25-28, and 30 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Glasco (2005/0251626) in view of Rowlands 
(2003/0217236). 

As per claim 5, Glasco discloses a third node that issues a source broadcast 
request for the data employing a source broadcast protocol [par. 127]. 
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However, Glasco does not specifically teach the third node retrying the source 
broadcast request for the data in response to recognizing a conflict associated with the 
source broadcast request for the data as required. 

Rowlands discloses the third node retrying the source broadcast request for the 
data in response to recognizing a conflict associated with the source broadcast request 
for the data [pars. 57 and 1 13] to write back a remote cache block that is being evicted 
from the node (par. 65). 

Since the technology for implementing a system with a third node retrying the 
source broadcast request for the data in response to recognizing a conflict associated 
with the source broadcast request for the data was well known as evidenced by 
Rowlands, an artisan would have been motivated to implement this feature in the 
system of Glasco in order to write back a remote cache block that is being evicted from 
the node. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention by Applicant to modify the system of Glasco to include a third node retrying 
the source broadcast request for the data in response to recognizing a conflict 
associated with the source broadcast request for the data because this would have 
facilitated writing back a remote cache block that is being evicted from the node (par. 
65) as taught by Rowlands. 

As per claim 6, Glasco discloses the conflict is recognized by the third node in 
response to one of (i) receiving the write-back message broadcast by the first node 
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while the source-broadcast request for the data is active at the third node, or (ii) 
receiving a conflict response from the first node to the source broadcast request issued 
by the third node [par. 127]. 

As per claim 8, Rowlands discloses the first node further comprises a request 
engine having an associated miss address file, the request engine allocating an entry in 
the miss address file associated with the write-back transaction for the data that is 
maintained in the miss address file until responses have been received from all other 
nodes in the system to the write-back message broadcast by the first node [par. 65]. 

As per claim 10, the rationale in the rejection of claim 5 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 1 1 , the rationale in the rejection of claim 6 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 13, the rationale in the rejection of claim 8 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 15, Glasco discloses the state that defines the cache line as the 
ordering point for the desired data is selected from a group consisting of a modified 
state, an owner state and a dirty state, the cache line transitioning to an invalid state 
after issuing the write-back request to the memory [par. 87, 11 11-16; par. 120]. 
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As per claim 18, the rationale in the rejection of claim 5 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 19, the rationale in the rejection of claim 5 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 21, the rationale in the rejection of claim 15 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 22, the rationale in the rejection of claim 15 is herein incorporated. 

As per claims 25 and 26, the rationale in the rejection of claim 5 is herein 
incorporated. 

As per claim 27, the rationale in the rejection of claim 5 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 28, the rationale in the rejection of claim 6 is herein incorporated. 

As per claim 30, the rationale in the rejection of claim 15 is herein incorporated. 

9. Claims 7 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Glasco (2005/0251626) in view of Rowlands (2003/0217236) and further in view of 
Arimilli (6,138,218). 
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As per claim 7, Glasco and Rowlands disclose the claimed invention as 
discussed above. 

However, Glasco and Rowlands do not specifically teach a third node retries the 
source broadcast request employing a forward progress protocol as required. 

Arimilli discloses a third node retries the source broadcast request employing a 
forward progress protocol [col. 1, II 6-12] in order to allow other traffic to proceed and 
alleviate the prospect of a livelock (col. 1, 11 13-14). 

Since the technology for implementing a system with a third node retries the 
source broadcast request employing a forward progress protocol was well known as 
evidenced by Arimilli, an artisan would have been motivated to implement this feature in 
the system of Glasco and Rowlands in order to allow other traffic to proceed and 
alleviate the prospect of a livelock. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of invention by Applicant, to modify the system of Glasco and 
Rowlands to include a third node retrying the source broadcast request employing a 
forward progress protocol since this would have allowed other traffic to proceed and 
alleviated the prospect of a livelock (col. 1 , 11 13-14) as taught by Arimilli. 

As per claim 12, the rationale in the rejection of claim 7 is herein incorporated. 
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Conclusion 



1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mardochee Chery whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4246. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30A-5:00P. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Manonama Padmanabhan can be reached on (571) 272-4210. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an. application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

October 1 , 2006 
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Examiner 
AU2188 
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